subordinates engaged in the California .mine safety programs (D.
6, 7). Mines are defined by the state as activities involving
the extraction of mineral resources {D. 7).  Its inspectors are
hired on the basis of formal training and experience (D. 19, 33).

Brubaker Mann has been inspected by the state at least once
a year. The company has one of the best safety records in the
state.  It is one of 904 mining locations within California (D.
7-9, 13, 14).  Inspections by California encompass mechanical
guarding of head and tail pulleys, explosives, reverse alarms,
seat belts and junction boxes on 220 volt drive motors (D. 10).
If workers were exposed as alleged in the MSHA citations
California could have issued citations (D. 13, 14).

Before 1977 there were no MSHA inspections and the State was
the sole inspecting authority in California (D. 16).

The State has assisted in training MSHA and MESA in-
spectors.  MESA also adopted some of California's regulations
(D. 16, 17).  MSHA's regulations are more general than
California's and the MSHA inspector has a greater degree of
discretion (D. 18).

Mr. ishkanian has no jurisdiction over MSHA but he has
received numerous complaints about the dual enforcement presence
in the State (D. 20-22).  An additional complaint is the lack of
continuity in inspections because MSHA rotates its inspectors (D.
24) .

The efforts at mine safety by the state of California and
MSHA are duplicative (D. 13, 14).

The witness discussed duplicate efforts with federal
officials William C. Frohan, Tom Shepuk and Ray Bernard (D. 28,
31). But their response was negative CD 29).  The witness had no
input in the drafting of the Federal Act (D. 35, 36).

Norton Pickett, of the State of Nevada, has a. job similar to
that of the witness.  Pickett has also complained about the
duplication of safety efforts in Nevada.  Pickett has worked for
legislation in the U.S. Congress to correct this condition (D.
23, 24).

Mr. Ishkanian can see no need for the duplicative efforts in
California. MSHA's efforts could be better used elsewhere.
Twenty-three or twenty-five states have mine safety programs but
some states do not (D. 27-32).  Section 512(a) of the Federal Act
says its purpose is to avoid duplication of effort (D. 31, 32).

The thrust of the federal act is towards mine safety.  Title
8 of the California Administrative Code (attached to deposition
as Exhibit A) deals with mine safety (D. 36, 37).
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